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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-20, 26-27 are pending. 



2. 



Claims 21-25 have been canceled. 



Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2, 4-7, 9, 11-17, 19-20, 26-27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US Patent Publication Number 2003/0172113 A1 issued 
to Brian A. Cameron et al ("Cameron") in view of US 2004/0230598 issued to 
Stephen Robertson et al ("Robertson"). 

As per independent claim 1 , Cameron teaches synchronizing a client having a client 
database with a server having a server database and transmitting documents 
(paragraph 7, lines 4-8, synchronizing documents between server and client). 

Cameron does not explicitly teach calculating a document score for each of a 
plurality of documents in the server database, the document score designating an 
importance of the document to the client and transmitting one of the documents in the 
server database to the client based on a respective document score. Robertson does 
teach these limitations (paragraph 49, lines 16-20 as profile score field which stores the 
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score that indicates how well the terms in the document associated with the profile 
scoring file match the terms in the user profile and paragraph 20 lines 15-19, sending 
document to user) to deliver to a user , electronic documents that a user may find 
relevant . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify Cameron with calculating a document score for 
each of a plurality of documents in the server database, the document score 
designating an importance of the document to the client and transmitting one of the 
documents ) to deliver to a user , electronic documents that a user may find relevant as 
described by Robertson (paragraph 1, lines 14-15). 

As per claim 2, same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
wherein the transmitting comprises transmitting the one of the documents in the server 
database to the client if the respective document score exceeds a threshold value 
(paragraph 61, threshold value). 

As per claim 4 same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
wherein the calculating a document score for one of the documents is determined from 
at least one of a time of creation of the document, a number of times the document has 
been read, a time of last access of the document, an author of the document and a term 
in the document (paragraph 20, terms(weighted) in document are compared to terms in 
user profile and paragraph 49, score is stored in the profile score field which indicates 
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how well the terms in the document are associated with the terms in the user profile ). 

As per claim 5 same as claim arguments above and Robinson teaches: 
wherein the calculating a document score is determined from a relationship between the 
document and another of the documents in the server database(paragraph 65, as 
retrieved set of previous relevant documents are stored in the user profile and used in 
determining document score). 

As per claim 6 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 
wherein the transmitting comprises transmitting one of the documents in the server 
database to the client ... if the one of the documents is not stored in the client database 
(paragraph 8, 1 0, server documents are downloaded to the client (small device)). 
Cameron does not explicitly teach a document score. Robertson does teach these 
limitations (paragraph 49, lines 16-20 as profile score field which stores the score that 
indicates how well the terms in the document associated with the profile scoring file 
match the terms in the user profile and paragraph 20, lines 15-19, sending document to 
user) to deliver to a user , electronic documents that a user may find relevant . It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to modify Cameron with a document to deliver to a user , electronic 
documents that a user may find relevant as described by Robertson (paragraph 1 , lines 
14-15). 
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As per claim 7 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 
determining if the client database includes a newly created document and transmitting 
the newly created document to the server (paragraph 42, lines 1-5, synchronizing 
document additions). 

As per claim 9 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 
determining if the client database includes a modified document and transmitting the 
modified document to the server (paragraph 28, edited documents on client are 
transmitted to the server ). 

As per claim 1 1 same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
wherein the client database includes a plurality of client documents, the method further 
comprising designating for deletion one of the client documents based on a document 
score of a complementary document in the server database (paragraph 12, deleting 
document from client). 

As per claim 12 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 
wherein the client database includes a plurality of client documents, the method further 
comprising removing one of the client documents from the client database... of a 
complementary document in the server database (paragraph 12, deleting document 
from client). 
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As per claim 13 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 
further comprising resolving a conflict between the modified document in the client 
database and a modified document in the server database (paragraph 100, conflicting 
parts of documents are resolved). 

As per claim 14 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 

further comprising removing the designation for deletion based on a document score of 

the complementary document in the server database (paragraph 12, updating 

document). 

As per claim 15 same as claim arguments above and Cameron teaches: 
further comprising increasing a data storage capacity of the client by deleting the one of 
the client documents designated for deletion (paragraph 12, deleted documents 
increase the storage capacity). 

As per independent claim 16 Cameron teaches: 

A computer program product for use with a computer system having a server with a 
server database, the server database storing a plurality of documents accessible to a 
client(paragraph 7, lines 4-8, synchronizing documents between server and client). 

Cameron does not explicitly teach program code for calculating a document score for 
each of the documents, the document score designating an importance of the document 
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to a client; and program code for transmitting one of the documents in the server 
database to the client based on a respective document score. Robertson does teach 
these limitations (paragraph 49, lines 16-20 as profile score field which stores the score 
that indicates how well the terms in the document associated with the profile scoring file 
match the terms in the user profile and paragraph 20, lines 15-19, sending document to 
user) to deliver to a user , electronic documents that a user may find relevant. It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to modify Cameron with program code for calculating a document score for 
each of the documents, the document score designating an importance of the document 
to a client and program code for transmitting one of the documents in the server 
database to the client based on a respective document score to deliver to a user , 
electronic documents that a user may find relevant as described by Robertson 
(paragraph 1, lines 14-15). 

As per claim 17 same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
wherein the program code embodied in the computer useable medium further 
comprises program code for determining a threshold value, the one of the documents in 
the server database being transmitted to the client if the respective document score 
exceeds the threshold value(paragraph 61, threshold value). 
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As per claim 19 same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
wherein the calculating a document score for one of the documents is determined from 
at least one of a time of creation of the document, a number of times the document has 
been read, a time of last access of the document, an author of the document and a term 
in the document(paragraph 20, terms(weighted) in document are, compared to terms in 
user profile and paragraph 49, score is stored in the profile score field which indicates 
how well the terms in the document are associated with the terms in the user profile ). 

As per claim 20 same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
wherein the calculating a document score is determined from a relationship between the 
document and another of the documents in the server database(paragraph 65, as 
retrieved set of previous relevant documents are stored in the user profile and used in 
determining document score)! 

As per independent claim 26 Cameron teaches: 

An apparatus for synchronizing a client having a client database with a server having a 
server database(parag'raph 7, lines 4-8, synchronizing documents between server and 
client). 

Cameron does not explicitly teach means for calculating a document score for each 
of a plurality of documents in the server database, the document score designating an 
importance of the document to the client; and means for transmitting one of the 
documents in the server database to the client based on a respective document score. 
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Robertson does teach these limitations (paragraph 49, lines 16-20 as profile score 
field which stores the score that indicates how well the terms in the document 
associated with the profile scoring file match the terms in the user profile and 
paragraph 20, lines 15-19, sending document to user) to deliver to a user , electronic 
documents that a user may find relevant. It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify Cameron with 
calculating a document score for each of a plurality of documents in the server 
database, the document score designating an importance of the document to the client 
and means for transmitting one of the documents in the server database to the client 
based on a respective document score to deliver to a user , electronic documents that 
a user may find relevant as described by Robertson (paragraph 1, lines 14-15). 

As per claim 27 same as claim arguments above and Robertson teaches: 
further comprising means for determining a threshold value, the one of the documents 
in the server database being transmitted to the client if the respective document score 
exceeds the threshold value(paragraph 61, threshold value). 

Claims 3,18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cameron in view of Robertson as applied to claims 1-2, 16 above, and further in 
view of US 7,092,977 B2 issued to Albert Leung et al ("Leung")- 
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As per claim 3 same as claim arguments above and Cameron in view of Robertson do 
not explicitly teach the threshold value based on a data storage capacity of the client. 
Leung does teach this limitation (page 9 lines 25-30, storage capacity threshold) to 
provide efficient data access while optimizing storage resources. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify Cameron in view of Goodwin with the threshold value based on a data storage 
capacity of the client to provide efficient data access while optimizing storage resources 
as described by Leung (Abstract). 

As per claim 18 same as claim arguments above and Cameron in view of Goodwin do 
not explicitly teach wherein the determination of the threshold value is based on a data 
storage capacity of the client. Leung does teach this limitation (page 9 lines 25-30, 
storage capacity threshold) to provide efficient data access while optimizing storage 
resources. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify Cameron in view of Goodwin with the 
determination of the threshold value is based on a data storage capacity of the client to 
provide efficient data access while optimizing storage resources as described by Leung 
(Abstract). 

Claims 8,10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cameron in view of Robertson as applied to claims 1,7,9 above, and further in 
view of US 2005/0071741 issued to Anurag Acharya et al ("Acharya"). 
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As per claim 8 same as claim arguments above and Cameron in view of Robertson do 
not explicitly teach further comprising assigning a document score having a maximum 
value to the newly created document . Acharya does teach this limitation (paragraph 
0043 as modifying document scores based on the age of the document which equates 
to a newly created document) to improve the quality of search results. It would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to modify Cameron in view of Robertson with assigning a document score having 
a maximum value to the newly created document to improve the quality of search 
results as described by Acharya (paragraph 10). 

As per claim 10 same as claim arguments above and Cameron in view of Robertson do 
not explicitly teach further comprising assigning a document score having a maximum 
value to the modified document . Acharya does teach this limitation ( paragraph 0043 as 
modifying document scores based on the age of the document which equates to a 
newly modified document) to improve the quality of search results. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify Cameron in view of Robertson with assigning a document score having a 
maximum value to the modified document to improve the quality of search results as 
described by Acharya (paragraph 10). 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments, see pages 7-8, filed November 22, 2006, with respect to 
the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-2, 4-17, 19-20, 26-27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US Patent Publication Number 2003/0172113 A1 issued to 
Brian A. Cameron et al ("Cameron") in view of US Patent Number 2003/0158866 A1 
issued to James P. Goodwin et al ("Goodwin") and Claims 3,18 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cameron in view of Goodwin et al 
("Goodwin") in view of US Patent Number 7,092,977 B2 issued to Albert Leung et al 
("Leung") have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has 
been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is 
made in view of newly found prior art references including US 2004/0230598 issued to 
Stephen Robertson et al ("Robertson") and US 2005/0071741 issued to Anurag 
Acharya et al ("Acharya"). See rejection above. 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Susan F. Rayyan whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1675. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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